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August 8, 1995 CoMBaa 95-RF-06269

Jessie M Roberson, Assistant Manager
Environmental Restoration
DOE, RFFO

RECOMMENDATION THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, ROCKY FLATS FIELD
OFFICE (DOE, RFFO) OBTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)
APPROVAL FOR TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NO 2 AND TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
NO 5-TGH-219-95

Action  Request approval for Technical Memoranda

The enclosed comment responses (Enclosure 1) are provided for DOE, RFFO to respond to the
Colorado Department of Pubhc Health and Enwronment (CDPHE) comments on the Addgn_d_u___tg

Unmit3. (TM 2) dated Apnt 1 1 1995 These comment responses are provnded In an effort to gam
final approval of this document The EPA has not provided comments on this document
However, we anticipate that they will approve TM 2 without changes [t 1s recommended that a
letter requesting approval be submitted by DOE, RFFO to facilitate the process

Additionally, CDPHE provided comments on Jechnical Memorandum No. 5, Human Health Risk

T (TM 5) dated October 10, 1994
Subsequent to the submittal of TM 5, the EPA provided clarification for Operable Unit (OU) 5
regarding the use of Toxicity Assessment Technical Memoranda It 1s on this basis that Kaiser-
Hill1s recommending that DOE, RFFO pursue the same ruling for OU 3 Enclosure 2 1s suggested
content for a letter from DOE, RFFO to the agencies regarding this matter Enclosure.3 is a copy
of the clanfication letter dated October 12, 1994, which EPA provided for OU 5 regarding Toxicity
Assessment Technical Memorandum

We recommend that approval be sought for these technical memoranda as soon as possible so
that there are no outstanding issues during the review of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act Facility Investigation/Remedial Inveshgation report

if you have any questions or require additional information, please contact Steve Hahn, of my
staff, at extension 9888

T mc Rl

T G Hedahl, Director
ER/WM&I Operations
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Ong and t cc-J M Roberson
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RESPONSES TO THE
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM #2
(HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT EXPOSURE SCENARIOS)
FOR
OPERABLE UNIT 3

AUGUST 1995

Ew- s, il B —— - —_ -



Introduction

These detailed responses are provided for the purpose of addressing formal comments from the
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) regarding the Addendum to
Technical Memorandum No 2, Human Health Rish Assessment, Exposure Scenarios, Operable
Unit 3, dated Apnil 11, 1995 CDPHE comments are presented by comment number U S
Department of Energy (DOE) responses immediately follow the CDPHE comment

CDPHE Comment #1

Updates will need to be made based on the changes to the CDPHE conservative screen
specifically, Mower Reservoir and Standley Lake surface and deep sediments Pending the 1esults
of the screen, these sediments may also have to be assessed in the baseline risk assessment for
residential exposure

DOE Response to Comment #1
Technical Memorandum #4, Human Health Risk Assessment Chemicals of Concern, Operable

Unyt 3, showed that no Chemuicals of Concern (COC) exist for surface sediments at Standley Lake
and Mower Reservorr This technical memorandum has been reviewed and approved for use at
Operable Unit 3 In addition, the Responses to Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment Comments on the CDPHE Conservative Screen Letter Report For QU 3 submutted
for agency review on June 23, 1995 show that the subsurface sediments at Standley Lake and
Mower Reservoir do not represent areas of concern These responses are currently being reviewed
by CDPHE It 1s not currently anticipated that subsurface sediments will be included as areas of
concern 1n the baseline risk assessment for residential exposure

CDPHE Comment #2

Section 2 0 Some discussion of potential future uses of Mower Reservoir should be included 1n
this section Also, some discussion of potential hazards to the public of exposure to dried surface
sediment at Standley Lake such as occurred this past summer and autumn during periods of low
water should be included This was a concern voiced by several citizen' groups and municipal and
county groups

DOE Response to Comment #2

Since no COCs exist for surface or subsurface sediments at Standley Lake and Mower Reservour,
and no areas of concern were identified through the CDPHE conservative screen, there 1s no
exposure risk to these sediments This information will be outlined further in the Remed:al
Investigation Report

CDPHE Comment #3

Section 5 0 EPA has revised the equation 1n Part B RAGS for calculating external irradiation 1n
order to reflect the changes 1t made 1n calculaung external exposure slope factors listed 1n Table 4a
of HEAST, 1992 and equivalent tables in HEAST from subsequent years According to the
memorandum from Janine Dinan, 1992, "Changes to Equations 1n the Part B guidance” "The
"old" external slope factors were calculated assunung that individual gamma-emtting radionuchdes
were uniformly distributed over an infinite surface area with no depth, and were expressed 1n umts
of nisk/year per pCi/m2 of so1l" Therefore, assumptions had to be made when calculatung the nisk



or PRGs for the depth of the radionuclide in soil, D, and the soil density, SD

However, the external slope factors EPA has calculated since HEAST 1992, already account for
so1l depth and density (and are expressed in correct units of risk/year per pCi/g soil) Therefore,
the term D and SD have been dropped from the revised equations in Part B RAGS to calculate nisk
and PRGs

Thus, the equation listed on page 3 of 4, should not be used i1n conjunction with post-HEAST
1992 external slope factors to calculate risk  This section should be revised according to the most
recent guidance (Dinan, 1992)

DOE Response to Comment #3

The latest external exposure slope factors from the Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
(HEAST) have been used 1n calculating nisks The units of these external exposure slope factors
are 1n risk/year per pCi/gram soil

CDPHE Comment #4

Table A-1 The division does not agree with the way DOE calculated the Central Tendency values
for soil and sediment ingestion for both the child and adult future recreational scenario Stanek and
Calabrese (1992) reported that about 50% of soi1l intake for chuldren 1s from outdoor so1l and about
50% 1s from mdoor dust, regardless of the amount of time the children spent outdoors (Stanek and
Calabrese, 1992 J Soil Contamination 1(1) 1-28) Therefore, 1t does not seem appropriate to
factor 1n time spent at a site

Assuming that people would only be outside at the open space site, this would still mean that the
central tendency value for children should be 50% of 100 mg/d or 50 mg/d, rather than the 15
mg/day DOE obtained by factoring in the amount of time spent on the site Sirmularly a more
appropriate central tendency value for adults would be 50% of 50 mg/d or 25 mg/d, instead of the
8 mg/d

DOE Response to Comment #4

We agree The soil and sediment ingestion rates for the child and adult future recreational scenario
will be changed to 50 mg/day and 25 mg/day, respectively This will be reflected in the RFI/RI
report Baseline Risk Assessment
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Mr Martin Hestmark

U S Environmental Protechon Agency, Region Vili
ATTN Rocky Flats Project Manager, BHWM-RI
9399 18th Street, Suite 500, 8BWM-C

Denver, Colorado 80202-2405

Mr Joe Schieftelin, Unit Leader

Hazardous Waste Control Program

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South

Denver, Colorado 80222-1530

Gentlemen

The enclosed comment responses are provided in response to the Colorado Department of
Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) May 12, 1995 comments on the Addendum to Technical
VICTNQranNguii NO Human Heglin RisK ASSe 181518 XROSUIC 210
%am_nm These resg;_onses are the only remaining outstanding issues for Technical

emorandum Number 2 (TM 2) We hoped that you will find them to be satisfactory and that
document approval will be forthcoming

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has not provided comments on the above mentioned
document It 1s hoped that this 1s an indication that EPA has no major concerns with TM 2 and that
they will provide formal document approval

On May 8, 1994, CDPHE also provided comments on_IgganaLMgummm_&LrEgﬂi_ﬂumm
r

Subsequent to the submittal of TM 5, in a letter dated October 12, 1994, the EPA provided
clanfication to the requirements stated in paragraph Vil D 1 ¢ of the Interagency Agreement
Statement of Work regarding the submuttal of a toxicity assessment technical memorandum _The
clanfication states that a toxicity assessment technical memorandum is only required when EPA
venfied toxicity values are not available from the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) or the
Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) This clanfication was provided
specifically for Operable Unit 5, however, since Operable Unit (OU) 3 1s using HEAST for
assessing health effects as stated in TM 5, it 1s reasonable to assume that the EPA supplied
clanficaton would apply equally to OU 3 Given the above referenced guidance, the Department
of Energy, Rocky Flats Fieid Office (DOE, RFFQO) would like to consider TM 5 to be an
informational document not requinng agency comment or approval We feel confident that any
concerns or comments the CDPHE may have will be satisfactorlly addressed in the OU 3
Baseline Risk Assessment

We request your response at your earliesi convenience It will be beneficial to ali partes to reach
resolution on these issues pnor to the submittal of the RFI/RI report Please contact Bob Birk at
966-5921 if you have addihonal questions or need addiional information

Enclosure
As Stated
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Mr Steve Slaten

U S Department of Enercy
Rocky Flats Offaice

Golden, Colcorzdo 80402-0928

Pe. Operaple Unait 5 EFuman
Health Risk Assessment

Dezx Mr. Slaten

The intent of this letter i1s to clarily the reguirements
stated an paragraph VII D 1.c of the Interzgency Agreement
Statement of Work regarding submittzl of a toxicity assessment
techrical memorandum This memorzndum 1s only reguired in cases
where an EPA verified toxicity value 1s pot avarlzble from the
Intecrzted Risk Information System (IRIS) or the Eealth Effects
Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) IZ toxxzcaity arnformation for
gll tne Operzonle Unat 5 (OU 5) contaminants of concern is
everlznle frcm ertner IRIS or ESAST, no tcxaicaty assessment
memorzncum 1S$ reguireq to meet the condations o tne Interzgency
Agreement.

We nope this clarzfacztaion helps to streamline the rask
gssessment process Zor OU 5. I there are any gquesticns about
tne availabiality of toxocaity values, please ccntact Bonnae
Lavelle at (302)254-1067

Martin HestmzrL, M=nszger
Rocky Flzts Project

cc: Joe Scrnieffzlin COPEE

Ed Mast, EG&C

Caxrol EBeecaer, EGa&G
S asled Dannis M
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